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the communa itself, is French.1 That the incorporation under
this form was held to imply very considerable municipal inde-
pendence may be inferred from the fact that one of the charges
brought by William Fitz-Osbert against Richard Fitz-Osbert,
was that he had not forbidden the saying f quodcunque eat vel
veniat, quod nunquam habeant Londonienses aJium regem
quam majorem Londoniarum '. The terms ' major ' and
* communitas ' go together ; on the other hand, the * alder-
mannus' belongs to the guild, not to the municipality as such :
the ' praepositus/ again, belongs to the more ancient system
of the leet. How long the portreeve of London continued to
exist is not known ; he may have subsisted until he was
merged in the ' major', or he may have been extinguished
when the ancient English Cnihtengild surrendered to the
priory of the Holy Trinity its lands and jurisdictions, which
were subsequently formed into the ward of Port-Soken.2
This surrender was made early in the reign of Henry I.

(i) A. D. 1200, Charter of Nottingham.
JOHANNES, Dei gratia, etc. Sciatis nos concessisse et prae-
senti carta nostra confirmasse burgensibus nostris de Notingam
omnes illas liberas consuetudines quas habuerunt tempore
Henrici regis proavi nostri, et tempore Henrici regis patris
nostri, sicut carta Henrici ejusdem patris nostri testatur ;
(as in the charter of Henry II, down to the words fili aquae).
Praeterea concessimus etiam de proprio dono nostro et hac
carta nostra confirmavimus eisdem burgensibus liberis nostris,
gildam mercatorum cum omnibus libertatibus et liberis con-
suetudinibus quae ad gildam mercatorum debent vel solent
pertinere ; et quod ipsi sint quieti de tholonea per totam
terram nostram infra nundinas et extra. Et licet illis quem

1  Mr. Round in the work cited above argues, partly from new docu-
ments, that the commune of London copied the constitution of Rouen.
His inferences are, however, disputed by Miss Bateson (E. H. R.t -XVII.
p. 480 ff.), who produced stiU further evidence to prove that the parallel
with Rouen is at best superficial.

2  There is no foundation for the theory that the English Cnihtengild
had any control over the government of London (Round, Commune of
London, pp. 102-3);   or for connecting the title of the alderman with
this guild.
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